
TENNESSEE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION
BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

fling and lorotliv Smith
Dist I. Map 32. Cc,ntrril Map 32
Parcel 37.08, SI. 000
Rizidential Prnpertv
Ia’ Year 2.005

INITIAL D.:isios.I ORDER

Statement ofr

The Wilson *oi’’iIy s’cl,r ufPropcri r’.sesulr’’ valued the cLubjeet 1’ri.1iely
for tax purposes a liIInws:

rand Value

SI 1.4E

Inip] eEncnt Value - -

SO

I bin! Value - **A sess]l1cnE

:..i i$ I 24.7110

An Appeal has been filed on behalf ci the properly Owner iih the State Board of

Equalization on July 2. 2005.

liii mailer w’ re ]ewed hv the undersigned adn,inisr rat e law judge pursuant

to Tennessee ode Annotated I .CA. * 67-S. 1412- 67-i- ‘5W and 07-’- I 54 . Iliis

healing was conducted on Februan 27, 2006 at the ilson County Property Assessors

Office: present fl the hearing were Irving and Dorothy Smith. Ott it.’jacr. wlit

rep’ccp’ted themselves, Jimmy [.oekc, the WIIMII County PmpeTtv Assessor and Jeft

hue ajld Kevin Woudard also from for the W tl’ti County Property Assessors Office.

Findi,ws ofFwv and Conc&cions ottaw

Ihe subjeci property cons] sTs ot a parcel t’l kmd Cc .67 acres located on

SauiiIcr ille Road, in Mt. Juliet. lcnnsscc.

Mr. tntl lrs. Smith rcsci,te,J a portfolio of irilbnnation. I Included in the

a en In,- aerial copy ut the subjec! properly and the surrounding proper ics.

slated that this properly was originall’ a I E.?L acre tract A di’ eloper

entire tract tbr S 0000000- He divided the property into 2 Dacts keeping the

choice tract: he ihl;iinctl Cortr,icrciaI Zoning2 on 2 11 acres and a residential huller

3.1 acres. This tract is love] with 2.14 Lees zoned cnirncrcial, has [aj.sie I 17444 Iet

of road frontage on two roads and has sewer available on ionavil1e Road. ‘be 2005

ilie rro!nI rI’k is .,I!ctive rxhihn number.
2 ilietLLiLtydcniestha’ Ilic IalEdcIIrIu,a,!tIimcrci:LI .lc!gn.lI’lL

IN RE:
Wilson County

portfolio is

Irs. Smith

bought the



assessment for this entire 57 acres was S 12 2.’fljo,oft It hats been on the market for

most of the past yearn tbr SI 30LKJ.’ . hut has nt sold’’, XI rs Smith continues. Our

tract is ii ot commercial not level, no sewer avail able and h as IOU 1t of road frontage’’.

Mrs. Smith goes on to say that she purchased the propenv for S3 ISXX.tO at an auction in

2OOO.

Ihe basis ii ilLi,Iti,ct LileLl iu ftjipiccc Cede .nnoated

provides Kin rein-ant pam hat ‘[t]he value of all property shall be ascertained 1mm the

evideiicc 01 its sound, iritri ‘isle and immediate value. br purposes of sale heiweeji a

willing ellcr and a wil]ingbuscr s’,thciut cii’isutci-aijjsit iti spccathti’c values

GcncrI appruisal principles rutre that the market, ejist and income approaches

to valne he used whenever possible. Appraisal Institute. The Appraisal v/Real Eslale at

3k.’ and ,7. 12th al. 2011. Ilipwever certain .iplrtiaclies F,, value may he fire

meamngfuil than olhcr with respect to a speifcc ‘pc i.if properly and such is noted ‘ii the

coirelation of value indicators to deleimine the final value estimate. The value indicators

uut he judged in three categi’nes: I the amount ‘nd refiabilit’ of tile d:Lai eul!ectcd id

each opproach; 2 the inherent strengths and wckneses of each approach: and . the

relevance of each approach to the subjeci ofthe appraisal. Id. at 597-603.

The value to be detennined in the present case s market nl Lie. A L.ei,cral ly

acccplcd definition of market vil Lie’ br d ‘alurem tax purpu’c’ i- that it is the itiost

probable price expressed in terms ci money that a properly would hdng if exposed for

sale in the open markel in an ami’s laigth transaction hetwn a willing seller and a

‘iIlii,u buyer, both of whon, are knowledgeable ctiilcertliilf! ill lie uec lii which ii is

adapted and for which it is capahic ofbeiii8 used Id.at 21-22.

Mrs. Smith also notes that other propcnv ‘clues iii the arta are bower per acre

than the sub1 eel4. llw administrative judge finds that the bir market value stihptet

propatv as of Januar I 2tii c&’iisti I uces the relevant issue. The administrati e judge

finds that the Assessment Appeals Coniniission has repeatedly rejected arguments based

upon the amount by which an appraisal has increased as a c&inset1iience of reappraisal.

3 I. Smith no Ii tied Iw the icimini:i it ye j Lidgt Lita F fr p tireb H SC jfj1 I Pci I al an aoci 00 riot
eoiiiJced a qiialitied sate for an argouleni ni maitet vijilie.

4 tr-. Sm 0, isie th;, L *1 ic fl Iir pr * ‘Pt- il cornpacd I,, the pri ierLIc El 9: ‘trapby add ic

F,, raluec ‘lie uIuc ‘Ilicr miceI.



For example, the Com’nision rejected such all asgunient in KB. K/sw/f. Jr Shelby

Counly. lax Vt_arc 1991 and lV2i rcasli]l,m! In PL*flhitciit part as billows:

The rate of increase in the ,s,e’neut ii the uIicet property
since the last reappra’sai or even Jast ‘car niav be alarming but is nut
evIdence that the value is wrong. It ts coiled vable that values may
ehiitge dm,naticallv or onle properlics. e 1*iI over so short of time
as a year- - -

The bc&I cv idei LC yE lie pi ‘sent value of :t residennal properly
LS genera] lv saics I properties comparable lu die subicec.
comparable in tiatui-cc relevant lu value. Perket comparability is
act required, but relevant diUŁrenees shi.uld be cxpained and
accounted hit by reasonable adjustments. if evidence ui a sale is
presented without the ra1 uirerl malvis of comparability. it is
di flcull or üiipi ssihle 6 ,r us to use the -ale ii ;ui indicalor of’ ,l uc

l-inal Dccisi1,ii and Order at 2 ,I,ireovt_r, lIe Asscssiiicnt
Appeals Com_ntission has ruled that axe ‘ire irrelevant to the
issue ut value. See John C, & Patricia flume, Shelby Co. - lax
Year l99l

After hav[iiii reviewed all lie evidence in this case; the adininistralivcjudgc finds

that the tuixpavers ha’ c toil sustained their burden and hat he t,b,cct properl si uid

remain at the previously assessed ‘alues.

While Mrs Smith reviews several comparable properties she tia failed to atlj tusI

or equali,.c these In lie uljcct ucc’’rding to the ecnerallv accepted liti&lnrds ofpraL’tic:L’

for the iiidu.slr’5

Since the taxpayers are appealinz from the determination of the Wilson County

Board of Equal uzatiolt. the burden ct proof i on he taxpayers. See State Hoard ut

fiqualizatitrn Rule OhiX-l-.l HI and Big bark .Jinoi Compani iiic.cn- ttitn

Qua/in Control Board, 620 S.W.2d 5 Ten App- I I.

The Taxpayers have mit susiaincd that burden

Order

It is, therefore, OR.Dl.REO that the following values remain for tax year 2005:

land iIule lilipniveLnelil Value 1 otal Value -- Assesitieiti
SI 21.3011 SI’ s 24.l

it is [[RulER ORDERED that any applicable hearing costs he assessed pursuant to

Tenn. Cuide Anti. ‘7-5- I SIll Id and State Board otEqualization Rule 16110-I -.17.

5 T& Appruixal IRULIL ale 12 ed., 1jIpp4tl-1.i Cipaiaiise aiia:cLSs the prcsbvwhicI’
-t viIue indicaiion is deri the sales ceniparisoll approach. Compare eL;inpnhk iak prtpeIii with
the L,I’IeCE using eltmei,i, ofcoinparkoii and adjust he pri.-- -i-.,c.h cLLii,pssnhic IL’ the LLbLL’LI p,.,&tts Li

ci Li nd Ic the It propcny as a inparabic.
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Pursuant ic the Uniform Administrative Procedures .-ct. ‘cnn. Code Ann. * 4-5

‘--32 . lena. ode Am’. 67 - -1501, arid the R ui> Crntcied LMC Procedure of

the Statc Board of liqualization, the panics are advL,L-d of the Ulli ‘wing remedies:

- A patty may appeal ‘Iris decision am] order to the Assessment Appcab

Cc"tmissit}tl pursuant to let,,, CoIL- Ann. tr-S-i 30! and Rule 0600-!-. 12 of the

Contested tse Pn,cedures ot th Strc H,;ird r,t* Equalizati&ti. ILtiitessLt Code

Annotated 67-3-1501c pnrvi<Ies ‘Inn an appeal must he filed within thirty 30 days

from the date the initial decision is sent." Rule 0600-I-i 2 it the Ccnitted Case

PrIrcL-{iurcs of the State Board of Equalization provjtlcs tlkt 11w appeal hL- flied "ith the

Executive Secrel;in of the State Hoard and that the appeal "identify the allegedly

erroneous fundings offact andlor conclusions of!aw in the initial order’: or

2. A party riiav petition for rear,ii&]craIIon of this decision and order

pursuant t,’ Lena. Code Ann. 4-5-3’ within fifteen IS nays of the ct’’y of the order.

The petition for rernsideration must state the qiccitic gr rinds upon which relief is

requested. The filing of a petition for recorisideratitnur is mit a prerequi sri e I, ii seeking

administrative or judkai review: pr

3. A patty may petition fbr a stay of cflec! I I his decisro,, and order

pursuant ic lean. Code Anti. 4-5-36 within seven 7 days ofthe entry ofthe order.

This order inc-s runt hecon,e final until an official -erti Iica!L is issul by it

Assessment Appcalc Co’iiuii,ssnni,. Official ccr!icicalos are croririally issued sevenI-tie

{7 days after the entry ‘>1 the initial decision and order ifno party has appealed.

ENFEREI this . Cj 1 day ofMarch, 2N t.

AN El ELLEN LEE
ADMINISTRATIVE. JUDGE
I-:NNlssEE DEPARTMF { SI ATE

A[’HNISIRAIIVF pRcirHIt:RF.S [lVlSliN

cc: Irvin md Dorothy Stir, Fr. I a liavers
Jimmy Locke VMs’,ci Counts: Property Ollice
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